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Abstract 
 
Police services in Queensland have commenced random roadside drug testing of drivers to 
both apprehend and deter possible offenders. The present study aimed to examine a sample of 
Queensland drivers’ (N = 286) level of awareness of the new testing method as well as 
determine the impact of the countermeasure and other non-legal sanctions on intentions to drug 
drive. The results indicated that participants were generally unaware of the new testing method 
and a similar proportion remained uncertain regarding the effectiveness of drug testing drivers. 
Nevertheless, an examination of the factors associated with intentions to drug driving again in 
the future revealed that perceptions of apprehension certainty was a significant predictor, as 
those who reported a lower certainty of apprehension were more likely to report intending to 
offend. Additionally, self-reported recent drug driving activity was also identified as a significant 
predictor, which indicates that past behaviour is a good predictor of future behaviour in the 
current context. In contrast, informal sanctions such as peer loss, physical injury, or internal loss 
(e.g., shame) were not found to be predictors of drug driving, although may still enact some 
deterrent effect. The findings of the study confirm the popular deterrence-based assumption that 
increasing perceptions of apprehension certainty, such as through random road-side testing, 
may yet prove to be an effective method of reducing the burden of drug driving on road safety.  
 
Résumé 
 
La police du Queensland a commencé à pratiquer des contrôles routiers aléatoires pour 
dissuader ou, le cas échéant, arrêter les possibles contrevenants conduisant sous l’emprise de 
drogues. La présente étude s’est attachée à examiner sur un échantillon de 286 conducteurs 
du Queensland le niveau de connaissance de cette nouvelle pratique ainsi que l’impact des 
mesures préventives et autres sanctions non judiciaires sur la conduite sous emprise de 
drogues. Les résultats montrent que les participants n’avaient en général pas connaissance de 
cette nouvelle pratique policière et qu’une proportion similaire reste incertaine quant à 
l’efficacité de tels tests. Cependant, un examen des facteurs associés avec l’intention de 
conduire sous emprise de drogue à nouveau a révélé que la perception de la certitude 
d’appréhension était un prédicateur signifiant. Ceux qui ont rapporté une plus faible certitude 
d’appréhension étaient plus enclins à rapporter une intention d’enfreindre la loi. De plus la 
reconnaissance de conduites illégales dans le passé a aussi été identifiée comme un 
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prédicateur signifiant qui indique que le comportement passé est un bon indicateur du 
comportement futur dans le contexte actuel. Des sanctions informelles telles que les 
répercussions sociales, des blessures physiques ou des affections psychologiques (par 
exemple la honte) n’ont au contraire pas été identifiés comment étant des prédicateurs 
signifiants bien qu’ils pourraient toutefois êtres des facteurs dissuasifs. Les conclusions de 
l’étude confirment l’hypothèse préventive répandue qu’augmenter la perception de la certitude 
d’appréhension, au travers de tests aléatoires des conducteurs par exemple, doit encore 
prouver son efficacité sur la réduction du fardeau pour la sécurité routière qu’est la conduite 
sous emprise de drogues. 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Drug driving is an increasing road safety problem as research is demonstrating that an alarming 
number of motorists are driving after consuming illegal substances [1-4]. In fact, more recent 
research indicates that the prevalence of drug driving may be greater than drink driving [2]. Of 
concern is that drug driving among motorists has been strongly linked to accident culpability. 
For example, research has demonstrated that there is a particularly strong association between 
drug use and crash involvement, with accident risk estimated to be as high as a driver with a 
blood alcohol content of 0.1 to 0.15 percent [4]. Furthermore, a 10 year evaluation of road 
crashes in Australia estimated that approximately 25% of drivers killed in road crashes tested 
positive to drugs other than alcohol [4]. As a result, the emerging problem of drug driving has 
resulted in a number of countermeasures being developed and implemented to combat the 
offending behaviour. 
 
Drug driving countermeasures generally consist of one of four elements which are: prevention, 
detection, action and research [5]. While action and research have proven effective in regards to 
more recently identifying the prevalence of drug driving within the motoring population [4-6] and 
directing the development of anti-drug driving education programs [7], the most promising 
direction appears to be associated with new detection and prevention countermeasures. The 
recent development of oral fluid drug testing mechanisms has increased the likelihood that 
motorists who drive after consuming illicit substances can be detected.  Currently, a number of 
drug testing initiatives are underway within Australian states (e.g., Queensland & Victoria) and 
preliminary research has produced positive results in regards to the possible detection of 
drugged drivers[2]. As a result, the recent introduction of oral fluid drug testing has provided 
authorities with the opportunity to expand drug diving legislation to both deter general motorists 
as well as prosecute drug driving offenders. For example, drug driving detection legislation has 
recently been introduced in Victoria, South Australia & Queensland. Therefore, the timing of the 
introduction provides a unique natural experiment opportunity to investigate the deterrent impact 
of the new drug driving legislation.   
 
The current research project aims to provide evidence of the preliminary effect the legislation 
and the corresponding random testing method are having on drug driving practices among a 
sample of Queensland drivers. Given the apprehension and enforcement-based approach of 
the countermeasure, a deterrence-based model was considered as appropriate to investigate 
the initial impact of the testing. Within the deterrence field, the Classic Deterrence Theory 
remains the primary paradigm, which proposes that individuals will avoid offending behaviour(s) 
if they fear the perceived punishment of being apprehended for the act [8, 9]. Deterrence 
theories are fundamental to criminal justice policy [10-12] and remain the basis for a number of 
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countermeasures aimed at combating drug driving, including random roadside drug testing, 
public education and mass media campaigns e.g. radio and television advertising. The theory 
formulates assumptions concerning human behaviour, specifically that breaking the law is 
inversely associated to the certainty, severity and swiftness of punishment [13]. As a result, the 
three factors of perceiving a high likelihood of apprehension and receiving both severe and swift 
penalties have consistently proven crucial to deterring offending behaviours.  
 
Within the present context, despite the immense research that has focused on drink driving and 
these assumptions, little is known about the factors that can influence, and possibly deter, drug 
driving in the community. The lack of research within this area may reflect the infancy of the 
drug driving research field, and/or the majority of research within this area has focused on crash 
culpability and/or drug testing technologies. Early preliminary research which has investigated 
the impact of legal sanctions on intentions to consume illicit drugs and drive has suggested that 
perceptions of apprehension certainty are an important factor in deterring drug drivers [14, 15]. 
For example, Jones et al [15] examined the perceptions and driving behaviours of cannabis 
users in Victoria and found that drug drivers were more likely to be deterred by high certainty of 
apprehension than either increasing the severity of sanctions or providing factual information 
about the risks associated with the behaviour.  
 
Considering that a substantial proportion of drug drivers continue to offend whilst remaining 
undetected, it is of theoretical importance to examine whether informal sanctions can also 
provide a deterrent effect on offending behaviour. More recently, a growing body of research is 
in fact indicating that non-legal sanctions can also provide a deterrent impact on a range of 
offences [16-18]. This expansion also arose from criticisms that the Classic Deterrence Doctrine 
does not account for the large array of non-legal factors that may affect behaviour, as it is 
recognised that penalties are not applied within a social vacuum [17; 19-22]. As a result, it was 
considered that the current study provided an ideal opportunity to also utilise an alternative 
model of deterrence and explore the effects of non-legal sanctions on drug driving behaviour. 
This model, developed by Homel (1988), was initially created to examine the deterrent effect of 
Random Breath Testing (RBT) in New South Wales, and has since been utilised in a number of 
road safety deterrent research initiatives [23, 24]. The model is composed around four main 
factors that influence driving behaviour, including:  
1. Traditional legal control mechanisms that are believed to pose a threat of material loss 
(e.g., fines and licence disqualification);  
2. Social stigma as a result of informal sanctions (e.g., peer disapproval);  
3. Feelings of guilt from internalisation of norms (e.g., feeling guilty or ashamed); and  
4. The risk of physical loss (e.g., an accident or damaging one’s vehicle). 
 
In summary, the present study was conducted during the early stages of the implementation of 
the Drug Driving Legislation in Queensland e.g., 3 months. The aim was to conduct an 
exploratory investigation into the self-reported deterrent impact of random road-side drug 
testing, and more generally legal and non-legal sanction amongst a sample of motorists in 
Queensland. The current study has four main research questions 
a) Are motorists aware of the new random road-side drug testing methods being 
implemented in Queensland?  
b) How do drivers perceive the certainty, severity and swiftness of drug driving related 
sanctions?  
c) Do motorists report being concerned about non-legal sanctions that may result from drug 
driving? and  
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d) Do legal and non-legal sanctions act as a deterrent against offending?   
 
 
 
METHOD 
 
Participants and Design 
 
A total of 286 respondents volunteered to participant in the study. Data was collected over a 
three month period using a snowball sampling approach which involved encouraging general 
motorists, in particular university students, to participate in the study.    More specifically, the 
researchers distributed the questionnaires to: (a) university students on a number of campuses, 
(b) patrons at shopping centres, and (c) spectators at sporting events.    
 
Materials 
Demographic Details 
 
The first section of the questionnaire was designed to assess a variety of demographic 
information such as the age, gender, employment and frequency of driving. The demographic 
section also incorporated questions that relate to the frequency of participants’ previous drug 
driving behaviours over their lifetime, and in the last six months, as well as intentions to 
consume illicit drugs and drive in the future. Additionally, questions regarding the effectiveness 
and awareness of the new drug driving legislation and testing method were included e.g., How 
effective do you think the drug testing method will be in detecting drivers who are under the 
influence of drugs? 
 
Deterrence Element 
 
The questionnaire also included deterrence-based questions that related to legal and non-legal 
questions. The deterrence aspect consisted of 16 questions, with two to three items focusing on 
each of the six deterrent factors e.g., certainty, severity, swiftness and social, internal and 
physical loss.  Participants were required to respond on a 10-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 
5 = unsure, 10 = strongly agree).  Examples of items include: “If I was to drive after using drugs, 
I would be concerned that I might lose my friends’ respect” (social loss), “I feel guilty after taking 
drugs then driving” (internal loss), “If I was to drive after using drugs, I would worry that I might 
get injured or hurt” (physical loss), “The penalty I would receive if I was caught for drug driving 
would cause a considerable impact on my life” (severity).   
 
Procedure 
 
Participation was on a voluntary basis and withdrawal was permitted from the study at any time, 
without query. Prior to completing the questionnaire, participants were requested to sign a 
consent form that authorised the inclusion of their data in the study. Participants then completed 
and returned the questionnaire to the researcher. 
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RESULTS 
 
Sample Characteristics & Self-Reported Behaviours 
 
A total of 286 motorists from the Brisbane area volunteered to participate in the study. The 
average age of participants was 35, with a range from 17 to 81. The sample consisted of both 
male and female participants with more than half being male (n =167, 58.4%). On average, the 
majority of the sample reported driving daily (n = 234, 82.7%) or three to five times per week (n 
= 29, 10.2%). A proportion (19.6%) of the sample reported being convicted of a criminal 
offence, whilst 5 respondents indicated drug driving as the offence. 
 
An analysis was undertaken to examine participants’ self-reported drug use. As shown in table 
1, cannabis was the most frequently consumed substance, with 41.8% reporting the use of the 
substance within the last year, followed by amphetamines, cocaine and heroin. 
 
Cannabis Amphetamines Cocaine Heroin Drug Type n % n % n % n % 
Drug Consumption 
 Within 4 hours 
 Within the last 24 hours 
 Within the last week 
 Within the last month 
 Within the last year 
 More than a year ago 
 Never 
 
 9 
 22 
 27 
 29 
 32 
 73 
 93 
 
(3.2) 
(7.7) 
(9.5) 
(10.2) 
(11.2) 
(25.6) 
(32.6) 
 
 
 0 
 0 
 7 
 15 
 30 
 38 
 195 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
(2.5) 
(5.3) 
(10.5) 
(13.3) 
(68.4) 
 
 0 
 0 
 0 
 2 
 15 
 44 
 225 
 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
(0.7) 
(5.2) 
(15.4) 
(78.7) 
 
 0 
 1 
 0 
 0 
 0 
 21 
 286 
 
(0.0) 
(0.4) 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
(0.0) 
(7.4) 
(92.3) 
 
Table 1 – Level of Drug Consumption  
 
In addition to the investigation of self-reported drug consumption, previous drug driving 
behaviours was also examined. Firstly regarding the frequency of drug driving in the previous 6 
months, almost one third (n = 98, 34.3%) of the sample reported drug driving at least once. 
More specifically, 18.9% reported drug driving once or twice, followed by 3 to 5 times (5.6%), 6-
10 times (2.8), and 7.0% reported more than 10 times. Secondly, the frequency of being a 
passenger in a car whilst the driver is under the influence of drugs in the preceding 6 months 
was also recorded. The vast majority reported never (n = 235, 82.2%), followed by once (n = 
41, 14.3%), twice (n = 6, 2.1%), and more than twice (n = 4, 1.4%). Finally, almost a third 
(29.7%, n = 80) of the sample reported intending to drug drive at least once within the next 6 
months, with a frequency ranging from 1 to 182 times. 
 
Perceptions of the Drug Driving Legislation and Testing Methods 
 
The first aim of the study was to investigate participants’ knowledge and perceptions of the new 
drug driving legislation and testing method implemented in Queensland. Firstly, regarding 
participants’ awareness of the new testing method, the largest proportion reported (45.6%) 
being unaware or unsure of the new testing method. Similar to the above findings, results 
regarding the awareness of the drug driving legislation also revealed that more than half 
(57.5%) reported being uninformed or were uncertain. Secondly, concerning the effectiveness of 
Proceedings of the 18th Canadian Multidisciplinary Road Safety Conference, 
Whistler, British Columbia, June 8-11, 2008 
Compte-rendu de la 18e Conférence canadienne multidisciplinaire sur la sécurité routière,  
Whistler, Colombie-Britannique, 8-11 juin 2008 
 
the testing method in detecting drivers who are under the influence of drugs, nearly half (47.2%) 
of the sample reported being unsure, whilst the remaining respondents reported that they either 
believe the testing method will be effective (38%) or extremely effective (4.6%). In addition to 
the reported awareness and effectiveness of the new testing methods, respondents were asked 
if they believe the new testing method will reduce the likelihood that they will drug drive in the 
future. Over one third (38.5%) reported that they thought that it would be unlikely (15.6%) or 
very unlikely (22.9%), whilst 38% reported that they thought it was likely (20.7%) or very likely 
(18.2%). Lastly, with regard to participants perceptions of the likelihood of deterring other 
motorists from drug driving, 42.6% (n=107) reported that the new testing would likely (32.5%) or 
very likely (10.1%), whilst 31.5% of the sample were unsure, and 25.9% stated that it would be 
unlikely (17.8%) or very unlikely (8.0%). 
 
Perceptions of Legal and Non-legal Sanctions  
 
The second aim of the study was to examine participants’ self-reported perceptions of legal 
sanctions, which are presented in Table 2. Respondents’ scores were separated into 3 equal 
parts on a 10-point scale (based on natural breaks in the distribution) indicating low (1.00-3.33), 
medium (3.34-6.66) and high groups (6.67-10.00). In regards to factors associated with 
Classical Deterrence, the majority of the sample were undecided on the chances of being 
apprehended for drug driving whilst a large proportion also reported the probability to be low 
(33.3%), and only 7.0% reported the probability as high. In relation to perceived severity, the 
largest proportion of the sample again were unsure regarding the severity of the sanctions 
(57.5%) although it is noted that only a small proportion anticipated that the sanctions would not 
have a large impact upon their lives (2.9%). In contrast, a considerable proportion of the 
participants reported they believed the time between apprehension and conviction would be 
swift (42.6%), however noted surprisingly, a large percentage were undecided (35.7%).  
The third aim of the study was to examine whether participants would be concerned about non-
legal sanctions that could result from drug driving.  In regards to social sanctions, the largest 
proportion of the sample reported being concerned about such perceived penalties such as 
losing their friends’ respect (41%). Similarly, in regards to internal and physical loss, the largest 
proportion of the sample reported (47.3%) they would feel guilty after drug driving, whilst, 52.0% 
reported being concerned about injuring themselves or damaging their car. Examination of the 
bivariate correlations between the variables and intentions to re-offend demonstrated a number 
of significant relationships.  While the links between the variables and intentions to reoffend are 
examined in the following section, there are some noteworthy bivariate correlations. For 
example, intentions to offend appear to have a positive correlation with self-reported frequency 
of drug driving in the past 6 months (τ = .72**), and drug consumption levels (τ = .48**). 
Additionally, negative relationships were identified between certainty of apprehension (τ = -
.48**), severity of sanctions (τ =- .11*), and the three non-legal sanctions: social (τ =-.47**), 
internal (τ = -.48**), and physical loss (τ = -.46**)1. In contrast, swiftness of sanctions appeared 
to have no significant relationship with intentions to offend. 
                                                 
1 Given the non-normal distribution of the data, rank-order correlations (e.g., Kendall’s Tau) were computed in the place of 
Pearson’s correlations to reduce the influence of distribution anomalies. 
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 Perceptions Mean   (SD)   Low  Unsure High 
 
Certainty 4.11 1.40 33.3% (n = 91) 59.7% (n = 163) 7.0% (n =   19) 
Severity 6.43 1.62  2.9% (n =   8) 57.5% (n = 155) 39.6% (n = 108) 
Swiftness 5.93 3.00 21.7% (n = 60)  35.7% (n =   99) 42.6% (n = 118) 
 
Social Loss 5.62 3.20 32.8% (n = 84) 26.2% (n = 67) 41.0% (n = 105) 
Internal Loss 5.92 3.09 27.3% (n = 70) 25.4% (n = 65) 47.3% (n = 121) 
Physical Loss 6.29 3.19 28.0% (n = 78) 20.0% (n = 56) 52.0% (n = 145) 
 
 
 Table 2. Self-reported Measures of Legal and Non-legal Deterrence 
Predictors of Intentions to Drug Drive  
 
The final aspect of the study aimed to examine the relationship between perceptions of legal 
and non-legal sanctions and their deterrent impact upon intentions to re-offend. A logistic 
regression analysis was performed to examine the contributions of the Classic Deterrence 
Doctrine (e.g., certainty, severity & swiftness), non-legal sanctions (social, internal & physical), 
and drug consumption levels and recent drug driving behaviours (independent variables), to the 
prediction of future intentions to consume illicit substances and drive (dependent variable). The 
flexibility of logistic regression was chosen after examination of the descriptive statistics 
revealed breaches of normality, linearity and homoscedasticity [25]. Intentions to drug drive in 
the future were measured on a continuous scale and were collapsed into two categories: (a) the 
“deterred” group who reported that they would not drug drive again in the next 6 months (scores 
= 0), and (b) the “undeterred” group who reported intending to drug drive again.   
 
Presented in Table 3 are the variables in each model, the regression co-efficients, as well as the 
Wald and odds ratio values. Self-reported frequency of drug driving in the last 6 months was 
entered into the first step to examine the influence of recent drug driving behaviour(s) before the 
inclusion of the proposed deterrent factors. As expected, respondents who reported regularly 
consuming drugs and driving in the previous 6 months, were most likely to indicate that they 
would drug driving again in the future, p<.001.  
 
Secondly, the three Classic Deterrence Factors (certainty, severity & swiftness) were inserted in 
combination with the three non-legal sanctions (social, internal & physical loss) and personal 
drug consumption levels to assess whether the proposed deterrent influences improved the 
predictions of drug driving intentions over and above recent drug driving behaviours (step 2). 
Drug consumption levels were measured as an amalgamation of four questions taken from the 
self-reporting drug frequency section of the questionnaire. Each participant was assigned an 
overall score based on these 4 questions.  
 
The added variables collectively were also significant, with a chi-square statistic X² (7, N = 286) 
= 184.56, p < .001. Similar to above, drug driving frequency in the last six months remained a 
significant predictor of intentions to consume drugs and drive again in the future (p< .001). 
Additionally, the model indicated that perceptions regarding certainty of apprehension also 
significantly contributed to the prediction of respondents’ intentions to drug drive in the future. 
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More specifically, participants who reported a low perceived certainty of apprehension were 
significantly more likely to drug drive than those who believed the likelihood of being caught for 
drug driving to be high. In contrast, it is noted that perceptions regarding the severity and 
swiftness of sanctions as well as the three non-legal sanctions and drug consumption levels, did 
not contribute to the prediction of intentions to offend.   
 
Several additional regression models were estimated to determine the sensitivity of the results.  
A test of the full model with all independent variables entered together, as well as the two 
models entered separately, confirmed the same significant predictors (e.g., certainty of 
apprehension and previous drug driving behaviour). Forward and Backward Stepwise 
Regression identified the same predictors. Inclusion of previous drug driving convictions, 
perceptions of testing effectiveness and socio-demographic characteristics did not increase the 
predictive value of the model.   
 
   Variables  B SE Wald p Odds ratio        95% C.I.  
                                                                                             Exp(B) Lower Upper 
 
Step 1 
  D.D. Last 6 mths1 2.26** .32 50.07 <.001 9.64 5.15 18.05  
 
  Model Chi-Square 184.59**  (df = 1)  
 
Step 2 
  D.D. Last 6 mths1 1.40** .30 21.21 <.001 4.04 2.23 7.31 
  Certainty2 -1.16** .31 14.07 <.001 .31 .17 .57 
  Severity2 -.27 .22 1.51 .219 .76 .49 1.18 
  Swiftness2 .17 .11 2.71 .100 1.19 .97 1.47 
  Social2  .19 .31 .38 .539 1.21 .66 2.21 
  Internal2 -.07 .44 .03 .870 .93 .39 2.21 
  Physical2 -.22 .22 1.07 .302 .80 .53 1.22 
  Drug Consumption3 .69 .42 2.74 .098 1.99 .88 4.50 
 
  Model Chi-Square   53.18**  (df = 7) 
  Block Chi-Square  184.59**  (df = 8) 
 
Note. D.D. in last 6 mths = Frequency of drug driving in the last six months; 1 = 5 point scale, 2 = 
10 point scale, 3 = 7 point scale, * p<.05, **p <.01. 
 
Table 3.Logistic Regression Analysis with Intentions to Offend as the Dependent Variable 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The present study aimed to examine a sample of Queensland drivers’ (N = 286) level of 
awareness of the new testing method, as well as determine the impact the countermeasure as 
well as other non-legal sanctions are having on intentions to drug drive. More specifically, the 
researched endeavoured to explore whether motorists are aware of the new random road-side 
drug testing methods, the perceived deterrent impact of the corresponding legal and non-legal 
sanctions that may accompany apprehension and punishment for a drug driving offence, and 
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the factors associated with intending to offend in the future. In regards to the sample 
characteristics, the majority of participants can be considered to be younger drivers and it is 
noteworthy that a sizeable percentage reported consuming drugs in the last year (e.g., 
cannabis, 41.8%) and/or drug driving in the last six months (34.3%).   
 
Awareness of the New Testing Regime  
 
The first aim of the study was to investigate participants’ knowledge and perceptions of the new 
drug driving legislation and testing method implemented in Queensland, which revealed that a 
considerable proportion were not aware of the introduction of random road-side drug testing and 
the corresponding legislation. While it is noted that the countermeasures had only recently been 
implemented within Queensland at the time of the data collection process (e.g., 3 months), it 
may be considered surprising that a sizeable proportion of the sample reported a low level of 
awareness despite the relatively high level of publicity surrounding its introduction e.g., 
television advertisements, road-side electronic signage, media print, etc. As a result, a similar 
proportion were also uncertain regarding the effectiveness of the testing regime and whether it 
would reduce the likelihood of general motorists consuming illicit substances and driving. In 
broader terms, this finding does not necessarily support Queensland Police Service’s current 
commitment to increasing motorists’ levels of awareness regarding implementing road side 
testing, although it is noted the sample size was small and may not be representative of the 
large driving population. Nevertheless, from a deterrence perspective, the findings are also not 
in congruence with the central theme that increasing motorists’ awareness of countermeasures 
(and to a lesser extent actually observing police enforcement efforts) are crucial to developing a 
strong deterrent impact [26]. While only preliminary, the results indicate that further emphasis on 
increasing motorists’ awareness of random road-side drug testing (and conducting follow-up 
research to determine whether such awareness has increased) may be warranted in order to 
influence the implementation of the countermeasure. 
 
Perceptions of Certainty, Severity and Swiftness of Sanctions 
 
The second aim of the study was to examine participants’ self-reported perceptions of legal 
sanctions, which were derived from the Classic Deterrence Doctrine.  It is noteworthy that the 
majority of the sample were either undecided on the chances of being apprehended for drug 
driving or thought the probability to be low, which is perhaps most reflective of their lack of 
awareness and understanding regarding the existence and nature of testing. More importantly, 
the findings are in contrast to the growing body of research that has demonstrated perceptions 
of arrest certainty has the most powerful deterrent effects on offending behaviour [27, 28]. As a 
result, the findings again support the assertion that a greater level of emphasis may need to be 
placed on increasing motorists’ awareness about the likelihood and consequences of being 
apprehended for drug driving. In contrast, as the vast majority of participants had not been 
apprehended for a drug driving offence, it may have been expected that the largest proportion 
also would remain unsure regarding the severity of the penalties associated with the legislation.  
Nonetheless, a positive outcome was that a considerable proportion of the participants reported 
they believed the time between apprehension and conviction would be swift (42.6%), which is 
considered to be another important aspect of deterrence as well as general behavioural change 
theory.   
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The results may perhaps be considered more positive for the non-legal sanctions, as the largest 
proportion of the sample reported being concerned about such perceived penalties as losing 
their friends’ respect and being ashamed if their friends were notified of their drug driving 
behaviour. Similarly, in regards to internal and physical loss, the largest proportion of the 
sample reported that they would feel guilty after drug driving, whilst, 52.0% reported being 
concerned about injuring themselves or damaging their car. At a descriptive level, the results 
provide some level of support for the notion that non-legal sanctions (or informal sanctions) 
have the possibility of influencing offending behaviours [16-18]. Despite the results being very 
preliminary, the findings may indicate that future deterrence or education-based campaigns 
(e.g., media) could benefit from highlighting the associated non-legal consequences from drug 
driving such as personal injury, peer loss, etc.  However, in the current case, it is noted that 
perceptions of apprehension certainty were identified to have a greater deterrent impact than 
social sanctions at the multivariate level. Further research is required to determine if some level 
of non-legal deterrent impact can be found among factors associated with drug driving.   
 
Predictors of Intentions to Drug Drive 
 
However in regards to predicting those who intended to drug driving again in the future, it is 
noteworthy that both past offending behaviour and perceptions of apprehension certainty were 
both significantly associated with self-reported intentions to offend. In relation to the former, 
consistent with previous offending research [24], past behaviour is in fact a good predictor of 
future behaviour. In the current study, almost a third of the sample (28%) reported they will drug 
drive in the next 6 months at least once. This finding highlights the serious and deleterious 
effects that drugs may have not only on deterrence but also traffic safety. Additionally, it 
appears that past behaviours may be counteracting the deterrent mechanisms proposed to stop 
the offending behaviour, and that drugs have a strong influence on patterns of behaviour. 
Furthermore, this finding may indicate that drug driving is a relatively entrenched behaviour for 
some offenders that remains resistant to change. While this may be the case for a small group 
of heavy users, it may yet be proven that perceptions of low certainty of apprehension currently 
remain at the core of the drug driving problem. Given that random road-side drug testing is 
currently within it’s infancy in Queensland, it appears that a considerable proportion of the 
sample, particularly those who are likely to offend, consider the chances of apprehension to be 
relatively low. As highlight above, perceptions of arrest certainty has historically been 
considered to have the most powerful deterrent effect on offending behaviour [27, 28]. This 
assertion is also supported by the considerable reduction in drink driving within Australia that 
was associated with the implementation of Random Breath Testing and increasing the likelihood 
of apprehension. As a result, it will be of considerable interest to determine whether motorists’ 
perceptions of the likelihood of drug driving detection increase with the further expansion of 
road-side drug testing in the future, and what effect such increased perceptions have on 
offending behaviours. Nevertheless, what appears currently evident is that some motorists 
consider the chances of apprehension as remaining low despite the commencement of testing, 
and such perceptions are associated with further offending behaviours. 
 
When interpreting the findings, a number of methodological limitations associated with the study 
should be taken into account. Participants were not randomly selected, but rather, the 
questionnaire was distributed mainly to university students, shopping centre customers and 
sporting spectators.  As a result, questions remain regarding the representativeness of the 
sample as a considerable proportion of the participants can be considered to be younger 
drivers.  The accuracy of the self-reported data remains susceptible to self-reporting bias, 
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especially responses that focus on further offending behaviours. Furthermore, it remains 
uncertain whether stated intentions are effective predictors of future behaviours. The relatively 
small sample size limits: (a) statistical power and the inclusion of other variables and (b) 
generalisations to the larger driving population. Additionally, the DQ scale developed for the 
present research requires further validation and amendment with a larger sample size.  
 
Despite such limitations, the findings suggest that low certainty of apprehension as well as past 
offending behaviours may be significantly linked to current drug driving behaviours.  As a result, 
further implementation and promotion of interventions that are designed to increase perceptions 
(as well as the actual likelihood) of apprehension are crucial to reducing the burden of drug 
driving on road safety. More specifically, a challenge for researchers and policy makers is to 
develop police enforcement practices that increase perceptions of arrest certainty including, 
increased police presence and targeted apprehension tactics at high drug driving times. 
However, the ongoing reliance on the processes of deterrence should not reduce the need for a 
diversity of countermeasures to help with the increasing problem of drug driving.  Rather, what 
appears likely is that multi-modal interventions (e.g., education, deterrence) will be necessary to 
reduce the prevalence of drug driving, which has more recently been indicated to be higher than 
drink driving [2]. Nevertheless, random road-side drug testing presents with unique possibilities 
to increase both the likelihood of apprehending offending motorists as well as providing a 
considerable general deterrent impact, if motorists are both aware of the implementation and 
associated consequences of the countermeasure.    
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